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THE 1990s HAVE USHERED 
in an era of rapid change, 
both in America’s employ
ment of its military forces 
and in its sense of its defense 
needs for the next century. A 

revo lu tion in military affairs (RMA) looms: 
some ob serv ers claim that De sert Storm’s stra 
te gic air cam paign her alded ad vances in tech 
nol ogy and doctrine that will funda men tally
re shape future warfare. Today, the RMA is an 
ex plic itly stated goal, enjoy ing the full sup-
port of Secre tary of Defense William Cohen. 
How ever, its success ful imple men ta tion is 
not foreor dained. Similarly, there was no 
guar an tee that a single air commander would 
di rect the Desert Storm air campaign, despite 
the concept’s endorse ment by senior leaders. 
The rea sons for this gap be tween stated pol icy 
and certain imple men ta tion are twofold. 
First, just as the air campaign’s or gan iza tional 
en abler, the unified air commander, was not 
in grained in military doctrine and practice 
prior to Desert Storm, neither is the RMA 
guar an teed to take hold throughout today’s
de fense organi za tions. Second, unless the ra
tional basis for the strategy is translated into 
an overarch ing vision, the RMA faces obsta
cles in the form of power ful, change-resistant 
bu reau cratic forces.1 

This state of affairs should concern us, be-
cause even if pursu ing the RMA reflects a ra
tional choice (as US defense leaders claim), 
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past ex pe ri ence casts doubt upon their abil ity 
to imple ment such sweeping changes. This
ar ti cle employs the exam ple of the Desert 
Storm air cam paign to il lus trate those as pects 
of organ iza tional processes and govern men
tal politics that tend to inhibit the adoption 
of inno va tive technol ogy and doctrine. Its 
meth od ol ogy employs insights gained from 
the three models devel oped in Graham T. Al
li son’s Es sence of De ci sion, his seminal work 
on govern ment deci sion making—the ra
tional actor, the organ iza tional process, and 
gov ern men tal politics models. This arti cle 
first demon strates how the policy choices in 
ques tion, while not entirely predict able,
none the less resulted from explic itly rational 
means. Its purpose is not to argue that the 
pol icy choice is the correct one (in the sense 
of be ing op ti mal); rather, it aims to show that 
a ra tional pro cess led to the se lected course of
ac tion. Next, for the case of the air campaign, 
it exam ines how organ iza tional processes 
and govern men tal politics combined to alter 
this ration ally chosen course of action. Fi
nally, these find ings will be com bined to sug
gest an action able set of recom men da tions 
aimed at enhanc ing RMA imple men ta tion by
ex plic itly incor po rat ing organ iza tional and 
po liti cal factors from the start. 

Ad mit tedly, the two cases are dissimi lar in 
im por tant ways. The air campaign originally 
known as Instant Thunder was a strategy for 
the attain ment of national objec tives 
through the inno va tive use of exist ing forces 
and doctrine, while the RMA entails pro
tracted inno va tion and imple men ta tion pro-
cesses.2 Further, selec tion of the Instant 
Thun der strategy was largely a discrete deci
sion made by Gen H. Norman Schwarzkopf 
and endorsed by his supe ri ors, whereas the 
RMA involves multi ple deci sion makers 
charged with selec tion, pro cure ment, and in
te gra tion of advanced weaponry throughout 
(and even beyond) the US military. Yet, both 
cases share a common thread in that both ad-
dress the appli ca tion of technol ogy to war-
fare in new ways. There fore, ef fects pres ent in 
pre–De sert Storm plan ning may find par al lels 
dur ing RMA im ple men ta tion. Fur ther more, if
or gan iza tional processes and govern men tal 

poli tics had a signifi cant im pact upon In stant 
Thun der, we should expect the RMA to mag
nify these effects due to the vastly greater 
number of players and time hori zon. 

Analytical Framework: The 
Rational Actor, Organizational 
Process, and Governmental 

Politics Models 
Many of the post–Gulf War analyses of 

air power as sumed that the air cam paign was 
the result of a rational choice, which is a 
clearly compel ling suppo si tion. General 
Schwarz kopf asked for and re ceived a stra te
gic air campaign plan, an appar ently ra
tional course of action in that it played a 
coa li tion strength against an Iraqi weak 
ness. However, this assump tion fails to ex-
plain why the military was able to fight a 
war that ran counter to its basic assump
tions about the proper role of air forces. US
mili tary leaders believed strongly that they 
should train as they were go ing to fight, and 
the US military in 1990 was thoroughly pre-
pared to employ air forces in support o f  
ground forces and in simul ta ne ous, not se
quen tial, fashion. Further more, our expla
na tion must account for the influ ence o f  
gov ern men tal politics. Despite the fact that 
the joint force air compo nent commander 
(JFACC) con cept was grounded in joint doc-
trine, it was extremely contro ver sial.3 Serv
ices whose leaders disagreed with this con
cept had not taken steps to en ab l e  
in te gra tion of their air forces under a uni
fied air commander. We thus must exam ine 
not only the ra tional ba sis of this in no va tive 
strat egy, but also the or gan iza tional and po
liti cal dynam ics that altered it and could 
have rendered it inef fec tive. 

Gra ham Alli son’s study of the Cuban mis
sile cri sis, Es sence of De ci sion, pro vides a use ful
frame work for this analysis.4 In that work, Al
li son exam ined the events of Octo ber 1962 
us ing three differ ent concep tual models. The 
first, the ra tional ac tor model, treated gov ern-
men tal action as the result of rational choice. 
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The second, the organ iza tional process 
model, built on con cepts from or gan iza tional
the ory and econom ics to assert that such ac
tions can be described as the output of orga
nizational processes. Finally, the third, the 
gov ern men tal politics model, held that gov
ern ments act in ways that reflect bargain ing 
by players with differ ent stakes and objec
tives. Alli son makes the point that all three
lev els of analysis are useful. However, he 
claims that the second and third models pro-
vide the ana lyst with greater ex plana tory and 
pre dic tive power. 

These models lead to several insights into 
the de ci sion mak ing that led to an in no va tive 
air strategy against Iraq. Model 1 clearly ap
plies, inso far as the plan which Schwarzkopf 
took forward was based on Col John A. War-
den’s strate gic approach to planning an air 
cam paign.5 In rational fashion, air planners 
be gan with national objec tives as their start
ing point, iden ti fied com ple men tary mili tary
ob jec tives, and then chose targets to support 
those objec tives accord ing to Warden’s theo
ries of “inside-out” warfare. Next, apply ing
Mod els 2 and 3 will permit us to under stand 
how organ iza tional processes and govern-
men tal politics influ enced the air campaign 
plan. Organiza tional factors explain why the 
Air Staff’s concept of opera tions was doctri
nally distinct from that of US Central Com
mand (CENTCOM) and the other services, 
and bureau cratic forces are respon si ble for 
the debates over the air campaign’s linchpin, 
the JFACC. 

Moreo ver, Alli son’s models have increas
ing levels of predic tive and even norma tive 
power. The ac tion taken by an or gani za tion at 
time t + 1 is partially deter mined by its exist
ing processes at time t. Thus, govern men tal
ac tors who took a certain posi tion towards 
air power during Desert Storm may adopt a 
like stance during current RMA-associated ef
forts to opera tion al ize technol ogy in inno va
tive ways. Further, knowing which elements 
of a bureauc racy are ascen dant gives impor
tant clues as to the likeli hood that de fense of
fi cials will succeed in transform ing the mili
tary, or whether the future will be much like 

the present. This arti cle advo cates neither In
stant Thunder nor the RMA; it merely aims to 
pre dict the success of the latter by analyz ing 
the devel op ment of the former. The conclu
sions do have norma tive value, however, in 
that they point to some key ways in which de
fense pol icy can en able the US mili tary to bet
ter lever age doctrine, organi za tion, and tech
nol ogy. As Alli son points out, system atic
analy sis holds the promise of better imple
men ta tion of a preferred alter na tive by ex
plic itly con sid er ing or gan iza tional and po liti
cal factors at the outset.6 

The Path to the Air Campaign 
Gra ham Al li son’s frame work of three mod

els—the ra tional ac tor, the or gan iza tional pro
cesses, and govern men tal politics—pro vides a 
help ful insight into the concep tion and im
ple men ta tion of the inno va tive air campaign 
strat egy in the Gulf War. 

Model 1: Rational Actor 

Us ing Model 1, the rational actor model, US 
goals and objec tives are the most impor tant
fac tors influ enc ing strategy selec tion. Al
though the United States acted as a member 
of a coali tion, the air campaign was con
ceived, planned, and largely executed under 
US aus pices. There fore, for the sake of sim pli 
fi ca tion, the United States will serve as the 
“ra tional actor” in this analysis.7 As President 
George Bush made clear, US goals included 
forc ing Iraq’s with drawal from Ku wait, re stor
ing Ku wait’s le giti mate gov ern ment, se cur ing 
the stabil ity of the Persian Gulf region, and 
pro tect ing US lives.8 The United States faced 
two alter na tives: using force or rely ing on 
eco nomic sanctions. A sanctions-only policy 
would have called for the coali tion to build 
up its forces in- theater only enough to de fend 
Saudi Arabia from inva sion. Backed by this
de fen sive posture, diplo macy would have 
been the chief means of reach ing na tional ob
jec tives. Although this ap proach had clear ad-
van tages, the Bush admini stra tion ulti mately
de cided that sanctions were unlikely to com-
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pel Iraqi presi dent Sad dam Hussein to ac cede 
to US wishes.9 

An other rational strategy was to rely on 
some com bi na tion of ground and air forces to 
threaten and, ul ti mately, to force Iraq to com
ply with US and coali tion objec tives. Pos si ble 
al ter na tives included (a) an air attack on stra
te gic targets in Iraq, (b) a combined 
air/ground offen sive against Iraqi forces in
Ku wait, or (c) a phased air/ground offen sive 
in both Iraq and Kuwait. Ulti mately, the 
United States chose the third option because 
it was most likely to bring about US ob jec tives 
at an ac cept able cost. Al though op tion (a) was 
what Warden and other airpower advo cates 
had in mind when they designed Instant 
Thun der, they took a consid er able risk: the 
ex pec ta tion that airpower alone would in 
duce an adver sary to give up terri tory lacked 
his tori cal ground ing. The sec ond al ter na tive, 
op tion (b), was consis tent with then-current 
Air Land Bat tle doc trine. Of the three op tions, 
it was widely expected to produce the most 
casu al ties because it did nothing to dimin ish 
Iraqi oppo si tion before a counter at tack by 
ground forces. Iraqi forces were dug into their 
po si tions in Ku wait, ex pected the coa li tion to
at tack Kuwait, and were prepared to exact 
high num bers of coa li tion casu al ties. In ad di
tion, it would have been problem atic to per-
form the “left hook” maneu ver without first 
para lyz ing Iraqi command and control at its 
source in Iraq proper. 

On the other hand, com bin ing air and land 
power in turn (option [c]) had histori cally 
been an effec tive means of apply ing military 
might while minimiz ing casual ties. This ap
proach had the addi tional advan tage of giv
ing com mand ers sequen tial op tions: for ex am
ple, they could pro ceed with the air cam paign 
(as per option [a]), and then decide later 
whether to go forward with the ground at-
tack. If the air campaign did not achieve the 
de sired deg ra da tion in Iraqi com bat ef fec tive
ness and if casualty forecasts remained unac
cepta bly high, the air campaign phase could 
be prolonged or the ground phase could be
can celed. Note that option (c) is not Instant 
Thun der as Colonel Warden originally con
ceived it; the impact of the initial Instant 

Thun der plan on this option is its massive 
par al lel attacks on targets in Iraq proper. 

While there is no record of deci sion mak
ers explic itly weigh ing or rank or der ing these 
three options, Alli son claims such a record is 
not required: “Predic tions about what a na
tion will do or would have done are gen er ated 
by cal cu lat ing the ra tional thing to do in a cer
tain situation, given specified objec tives.”1 0  

Thus Alli son’s Model 1 suggests that we 
merely logically connect the national objec
tives with the means chosen. The above 
Model 1 analysis, focus ing on the strate gic 
choice of ac tors, thus leads to an un sur pris ing
out come: it suggests that the United States 
chose to conduct a strate gic air campaign in 
the context of a phased air/ground offen sive 
(op tion [c]) because it was the most effec tive 
means of reaching US goals. Although option 
(b)’s confor mity with AirLand Bat tle doc trine 
might have favored its selec tion, the expec ta
tion of high coali tion casual ties was enough 
for a rational actor to rule it out.11 Overall, 
then, the choice of option (c) seems rather 
straight for ward and pro vides few in sights not 
al ready ap par ent to stu dents of the Gulf War. 
But this is what we would expect, given Alli
son’s obser va tion that much strate gic think
ing falls within the con fines of Model 1. As we 
shall see in the next sections, there were im
por tant or gan iza tional forces at play, both be-
fore and after the policy choice was made, 
that could have brought about a differ ent 
course of ac tion. Thus, the pol icy mak ers who 
chose option (c) had taken a neces sary—but 
not suffi cient—step towards the events of 
Janu ary 1991. 

Model 2: Organizational Process 

Tak ing a Model 2 organ iza tional process ap
proach, the deci sion—the strate gic air cam
paign—be comes an output of organ iza tional 
pro cesses. We thus focus on which organi za
tions were respon si ble for gener at ing the air 
cam paign plan and exam ine how their per
cep tions, priori ties, and standard oper at ing
pro ce dures (SOP) (as well as sets of SOPs 
which Alli son calls programs) combined to 
shape the outcome. The chief organi za tions 
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to be con cerned with here are CENT COM and 
the US Air Force. Organiza tional processes 
help explain how these organi za tions pro
duced two very differ ent plans in the early 
days of the crisis. 

The starting point for CENTCOM’s August 
1990 crisis response had roots in cold war 
plans and thus incor po rated many of the un
der ly ing assump tions of that era. Military
plan ners had antici pated that, in a regional 
con tin gency, the United States would be 
highly depend ent on airpower but not in the 
sense of a strate gic air campaign.1 2 While 
CENT COM’s contin gency plan for combat
ing ag gres sion in the Per sian Gulf un der went
ex ten sive changes after the cold war, air-
power was still cast in a decid edly sup port ing 
role on the eve of Desert Storm. 

In ad di tion to the plan ning pro cess, the or
gani za tion had an addi tional program at its 
dis posal to help reduce uncer tainty: simu 
lated warfare in the form of exer cises. How-
ever, diplo matic sensi tivi ties and the lack of 
troops stationed in the region limited CENT-
COM’s capac ity to conduct full-scale exer
cises. Command post exer cises such as Inter
nal Look 90 were the next best choice. While 
these exer cises were valuable (for exam ple, 
they iden ti fied the need for a stra te gic air op

tion), their de fen sive fo cus fur ther ha bitu ated
CENT COM’s and its air force compo nent’s 
(CEN TAF) organ iza tional processes. 

CENT COM’s or gan iza tional pro cesses thus
ac tu ally limited its options by carry ing for-
ward assump tions without allow ing for fresh 
think ing, espe cially about conten tious doc
trinal issues such as an inde pend ent air cam
paign. This is not to suggest that CENTCOM 
or CENTAF planners were intel lec tu ally lax, 
be cause it would be un rea son able not to build 
on previ ous expe ri ence. Starting each time 
with a clean slate would both prolong the 
plan ning process and discount the consid
ered judg ments of past strate gists. How ever, it 
does under line how systemic factors—in her
ent in an organiza tion’s programs—can influ
ence outcomes in ways diffi cult for policy
mak ers to foresee.1 3  

The second organi za tion whose actions 
shaped the air cam paign was the US Air Force,
spe cifi cally the Air Staff. In contrast to CENT-
COM’s precise appli ca tion of the military’s
pre scribed planning process as outlined 
above, the Air Staff’s input was quite ad hoc. 
In part, this reflects the real ity of crisis action 
plan ning; still, it repre sents a signifi cant de-
par ture from the usual proce dures. Led by 
Colo nel War den, a group of of fi cers in a plan-

Some observers claim that Desert Storm’s strategic air campaign heralded advances in technology and doctrine that will 
fundamentally reshape future warfare. 
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ning cell known as Checkmate came up with 
a plan for a strate gic air campaign. This pro
cess was un ham pered by the in tel lec tual limi
ta tions imposed by years of devis ing defen
sive theater plans. The Checkmate plan was 
dis tinct from previ ous CENTAF thinking in 
that it attempted to render enemy leader ship
in ef fec tive by disabling Iraq’s infor ma tion 
and com mu ni ca tion ca pa bili ties. In ad di tion, 
it focused on using force to create desired ef
fects rather than to attrit. Eventu ally, Check-
mate’s planning efforts were incor po rated 
into CENTAF’s in the form of the “Black 
Hole” planning group in Riyadh. 

In addi tion to planning and exer cises, an-
other key organ iza tional process was the de
vel op ment of service and joint doctrine. The 
Air Force’s doctrine had been shaped by the 
wars in Korea and Vietnam, both of which 
saw geographic and organ iza tional divi sion 
of airpower by service and even within serv
ices. Conse quently, the Air Force’s doctrine 
man ual, AFM 1-1, Ba sic Aerospace Doctrine of 
the United States Air Force, was vague on a uni
fied, inde pend ent role for airpower. As Col 
Ed ward Mann observed, “The main sections 
of the manual seem carefully to skirt this is-
sue, stressing instead the inter de pend ence of 
air, land, and sea forces.”14 Joint doc trine like-
wise failed to mandate unified control of the 
air war. 

Thus, the US military entered the Gulf cri
sis lacking an ingrained routine that ensured 
cen tral ized control of strate gic conven tional 
air opera tions. In addi tion, the doctrine of 
the US Army, known as AirLand Battle, envi
sioned airpower as an inte grated but sub or di
nate element to the ground scheme of ma
neu ver.1 5 Army doctrine did not view 
air power as having an inde pend ent, strate gic 
role. Further, naval forces lacked interoper
abil ity with the US Air Force; for ex am ple, the 
air task ing or der (ATO) could not be trans mit
ted automati cally but had to be flown to the 
car ri ers daily. Ma rine com mand ers were like-
wise unfa mil iar with the ATO process and 
pre ferred not to rely on it.16 However, 
Schwarz kopf’s choice of or gani za tion and the 
six- month buildup allowed enough time for 

plan ners and opera tors to overcome many of 
these challenges. 

Model 2 produces several insights into the 
or gan iza tional processes behind Instant 
Thun der’s devel op ment. First, CENTCOM’s 
ha bitu ally defen sive think ing from past plan
ning processes initially restricted its range of
op tions. Second, the Air Staff organi za tion 
proved flexible enough to allow an ad hoc 
plan ning group to form, to develop a revolu
tion ary plan consis tent with po liti cal im pera
tives, and to commu ni cate that plan to field 
com mand ers. An organ iza tional prob
lem—the lack of organic ability to plan a stra
te gic air campaign—found an organ iza tional
so lu tion—the melding of Checkmate and 
CEN TAF’s planning efforts. Finally, short
com ings in or gan iza tional pro cesses and doc-
trines were resolved during the buildup 
phase. 

In addi tion, the Air Force’s partial accep
tance of John Warden’s ideas about paral lel
war fare repre sents a rare instance of peace-
time organ iza tional inno va tion. As Stephen
Pe ter Rosen has pointed out, peacetime inno
va tion gener ally requires more than a maver
ick who challenges the prevail ing doctrine.17 

Ac cord ing to Rosen, military inno va tion suc
ceeds when sen ior of fi cers en able younger of
fi cers favor ing the inno va tion to gain a 
voice.18 Seen in this light, Gen Michael Du
gan, Air Force chief of staff, took a criti cal step
to wards inno va tion when he put Warden in 
charge of Checkmate. An alter nate organi
zational source of inno va tion was the CENT
COM planning staff. If the Air Staff’s effort 
had not met his needs, Schwarzkopf could 
have turned to his plan ners and di rected them 
to plan a strate gic air campaign. However, as 
dis cussed earlier, past planning proce dures 
may have inhib ited CENTCOM planners 
from fully exploit ing airpow er’s strengths. 

Model 3: Governmental Politics 

Al li son’s govern men tal (or bureau cratic)
poli tics model posits that the various players 
within govern ments take posi tions that will 
tend to enhance their power, both later ally 
and verti cally. Because “where you stand de-
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An unmanned aerial vehicle in Desert Storm. The major limits on exploiting long-available technologies are not 
inadequate research, development, and procurement but rigid and parochial organizational systems wi thin and among 
the military services. 

pends upon where you sit,” Model 3 analysis 
causes us to iden tify the chan nels in which an
is sue arises, is decided upon, and finally im
ple mented. These channels can have a major 
im pact on govern men tal deci sion making by
de ter min ing which players will be involved 
in a deci sion and how much power each will 
be will ing to stake on the out come. De ci sions 
are the result of “pulling and hauling” be-
tween the various enti ties and cannot be un
der stood without an appre cia tion of the 
forces that animate the partici pants. Further-
more, Alli son points out, it is impor tant to 
rec og nize that partici pants’ options fall 
within a range of accept able actions, con-
strained by cus tom, doc trine, and past pol icy 
pro nounce ments.19 

Al li son’s empha sis on the impor tance of 
chan nels in deter min ing outcomes is illus
trated dramati cally in the genesis of the air 
cam paign. As discussed earlier, General 
Schwarz kopf chose to request a strate gic air 
cam paign plan from the Air Staff. Rein te grat
ing Instant Thunder into CENTAF channels 
was predicta bly problem atic; fortu nately, 
Gen eral Schwarzkopf gave Lt Gen Charles A. 
Hor ner, commander of CENTAF, wide lati

tude to mod ify the In stant Thun der plan, and 
there was time to over come the “not in vented 
here” objec tion. Moreo ver, con stant com mu
ni ca tions between Checkmate and the Black 
Hole plan ners ac counted for the strong con ti-
nu ity between Instant Thunder and the final 
plan for Desert Storm’s air campaign.20 Thus, 
Model 3 analy sis lends sup port to the con clu
sion that channels of commu ni ca tion can 
strongly influ ence outcomes. 

Schwarz kopf’s choice of the Air Staff as the 
source for the campaign plan also had the ef
fect of putting the Air Force in the bureau
cratic driver’s seat with Warden at the con
trols. Although planners from all services 
con trib uted to the Instant Thunder plan, it 
was Warden who took the plan to the other 
ser- vices. Thus, his ideas about air power were
em bed ded in the plan from the start—includ
ing, critically, the value of an air campaign 
plan .21 

Model 3 analy sis also con sid ers the im pact
dead lines can have in forcing deci sions. Dur
ing the Gulf cri sis, dead lines played an im por
tant role. On three separate occa sions, Gen 
Co lin Pow ell dis cussed with the presi dent the
dead line for making a deci sion to commit to 
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an offen sive strategy rather than to rely on
sanc tions. Therefore, in late Octo ber 1990, 
Presi dent George Bush decided to augment 
the initial, defen sive force with a much 
stronger, offen sive force. Without Powell’s 
in sis tence, Bush may not have rec og nized the 
ex act point in time when he had to choose be-
tween indefi nitely prolong ing sanctions and 
de vel op ing an offen sive capa bil ity.2 2  

Why an Air Campaign? 
The three models each lead to impor tant

in sights into the strate gic deci sion making
cul mi nat ing in Desert Storm’s air campaign. 
We find that the air strat egy is con sis tent with 
a ra tional ac tor the ory and that it is clearly the
prod uct of organ iza tional processes and bu
reau cratic politics. The conti nu ity among 
these analyses cannot be wholly unex pected. 
If in Model 1 we had decided that a rational 
ac tor would have cho sen a com pletely dif fer
ent strat egy, it would lead us to seek, in Mod
els 2 and 3, to uncover those organ iza tional 
and politi cal processes that may have led de
ci sion makers astray. As it happens, however, 
Mod els 2 and 3 have allowed us to identify
sev eral charac ter is tics that enabled the mili
tary to produce new opera tional capa bili ties 
by combin ing exist ing technol ogy with ena
bling doctrine. 

First, it is useful to have a well-considered, 
over arch ing vision that is shared throughout 
the chain of command. Schwarzkopf’s sup-
port for Instant Thunder’s core concepts en
abled dispa rate organi za tions to collabo rate 
on the end product. Second, the vision 
should be made action able by adopting or
gan iza tional programs to guide all agencies 
re spon si ble for planning and imple men ta
tion. In the case of Desert Storm’s air cam
paign, this meant the cen trali za tion of air op
era tions under the JFACC using the air 
task ing order process. Last, deci sion makers 
must have a means of perceiv ing the cascad
ing impacts that their deci sions often have. 
The presence of these same attrib utes—an ac
tion able, clear vision combined with a trans-
par ent mechanism for imple ment ing deci

sions—might nota bly increase the prospects 
for RMA imple men ta tion. 

The Path to the RMA 
In under tak ing the RMA, the US mili tary is 

choos ing the most diffi cult of possi ble paths 
to the future. Single ness of vision and linear 
paths to strategy imple men ta tion are not the 
strong suits of the US military. Rather, 
Allison- style “pulling and hauling” amongst 
roughly equal actors—the services among
them selves and the legis la tive and execu tive 
branches above them—better charac ter izes 
the milieu in which this revolu tion will play 
out. This brings us to our objec tive, which is 
to as say the pros pects for the RMA by ex trapo
lat ing the insights gained from the above air 
cam paign analy sis. Here, Al li son’s mod els can 
be expanded to suit our purposes. Using 
Model 1, we will expose the rational basis for 
the deci sion to pursue the RMA. An essen tial
ques tion here is whether the deci sion process 
has furnished the Depart ment of Defense 
(DOD) with a clear vision that can unite dis
pa rate or gani za tions. Model 2 then leads us to
con sider the relevant organi za tions involved 
in imple ment ing the RMA. Is it likely that 
these agencies, by employ ing their exist ing
pro grams, can combine their efforts to pro
duce a true transfor ma tion? Finally, using 
Model 3, we can pre dict the im pact of gov ern-
men tal politics on the RMA. Given the 
decision- making and imple men ta tion chan
nels, will leaders have a clear picture of how 
each alter na tive either contrib utes to or de-
tracts from the over all ob jec tive? Fur ther, will 
the paro chial inter ests and past stances of the 
play ers sub vert the in tended trans for ma tion? 

Model 1: Rational Actor 

Both the Quadren nial Defense Review (QDR) 
and the Na tional De fense Panel (NDP) re ports
re lied upon ration ally based analyses which 
led each to recom mend that the US military 
should actively seek to transform itself. The 
analy ses differ primar ily in the speed with 
which they advo cate adopting the RMA. The 
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Gen Charles A. Horner. Fortunately, General Schwarzkopf gave General Horner wide latitude to modify the Instant 
Thunder plan, and there was time to overcome the “not invented here” objection. 

QDR is the more conser va tive of the two be-
cause it focuses more on current threats; the 
NDP empha sizes future dangers. In classic 
rational- analytic fashion, the QDR first states 
na tional goals and objec tives; it then identi
fies alter na tives, evaluates likely conse
quences, and recom mends actions that hold 
the greatest promise of meeting the objec
tives. A key as sump tion of the QDR is that po
liti cal and military engage ment overseas will 
con tinue and that American military supe ri
or ity will be maintained. Further, the QDR 
strat egy calls for the United States to be able 
to under take two overlap ping major theater 
wars while defense resources remain con
stant. Taken together, these factors produce 

the QDR’s central trade-off between speed of 
adop tion of the RMA and pres er va tion of cur-
rent force structure. 

Since the RMA presuma bly would be real
ized in part through buying new systems, the 
QDR’s pro cure ment budget is a par tial re flec
tion of the speed with which the United States 
feels it can exploit the RMA. One alter na tive 
was to maintain the current trend, in which 
pro cure ment was ex pected to rise from $42.6 
bil lion in fiscal year (FY) 1998 to $50 billion 
by FY 2001. Using force-structure cuts to 
achieve more procure ment spending, the 
QDR enter tains alter na tive increases in pro-
cure ment to $60 to $65 billion. 
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Ul ti mately, the QDR chose to hedge 
against uncer tainty by taking the middle 
ground, maintain ing that a $60 billion pro-
cure ment budget would permit “increas ing 
new sys tems and tech nolo gies at a rea sona bly
ag gres sive rate, with modest room for new 
pro gram starts. The goal for this path is to be-
gin transform ing the force to meet future 
chal lenges, while also shaping and re spond
ing to meet near-term challenges.”23 The $60 
bil lion QDR’s pro cure ment budget, how ever, 
only brings it in line with what was origi nally 
planned in the presi dent’s FY 1998 budget. As
docu mented in the QDR, procure ment
spend ing declined 63 percent between 1985 
and 1997. The goal of $60 billion still repre
sents a 50 percent drop since 1985. 

Model 1 analysis brings us to the conclu
sion that the United States has chosen to pur
sue the RMA because it wants to be able to 
domi nate in fu ture bat tles. It weighed the im
por tance of continu ing current commit
ments against the risks of being slow to trans-
form. In sum, the United States has elected to 
pur sue the RMA as quickly as fiscal con
straints permit, while simul ta ne ously main
tain ing the abil ity to re spond to in terim se cu
rity challenges. 

The second Model 1–style analysis of the 
im pact of the RMA on US defense strategy 
came from the NDP. The essen tial differ ence
be tween the NDP and the QDR is that the 
NDP’s analysis discounted the probabil ity of 
two nearly simul ta ne ous major theater wars 
and focused instead on future threats. Since 
the panel differs with the QDR in its assess
ment of the strate gic envi ron ment, Model 1 
cor rectly predicts that it arrives at a differ ent 
set of recom men da tions. The panel decided 
that “select ing a strategy appro pri ate for 
twenty years hence was not possi ble or desir
able.” Instead, the NDP argued that the 
United States should em bark upon a trans for-
ma tion strategy. This is a funda men tally dif
fer ent approach from the QDR’s, but it still
con forms to Model 1 in that it assumes the 
United States can select and pursue a strategy 
through rational choice. 

The panel em braced the RMA, stat ing, “We 
are on the cusp of a mili tary revo lu tion stimu

lated by rapid advances in infor ma tion and 
information- related technolo gies.” Like the 
QDR, the NDP perceived a risk inher ent in 
sac ri fic ing force struc ture to pur sue the RMA: 
“If we transform ourselves too quickly, we 
may inad ver tently disman tle elements of our 
mili tary that have kept us safe all these years 
and still have to play a role.” 24 However, the 
panel also dis cerned a risk as so ci ated with tar
ry ing: “If we do not lead the techno logi cal 
revo lu tion we will be vulner able to it.”2 5  

Along with recom mend ing several reor gani
za tions and shifts in roles and missions 
among the active and reserve compo nents, 
the NDP identi fied a need for $5 to $10 bil
lion annu ally to pay for “initia tives in intel li
gence, space, urban warfare, joint ex peri men
ta tion and infor ma tion opera tions.”2 6  

De spite their differ ences, both the QDR 
and the NDP con cluded af ter ra tional analy sis 
that the nation should pursue the revolu tion 
in military affairs. More impor tantly, there 
are indi ca tions that they add up to a shared 
stra te gic vision. For exam ple, Gen Charles 
Kru lak, Marine Corps comman dant, has ad
vo cated “liter ally rebuild ing our strategy-
making process, rebuild ing the way we look 
at national secu rity, in order to capital ize 
fully on all of our national strengths.” Krulak 
says his vision extends “beyond inter agency,
be yond jointness.”27 

Model 2: Organizational Process 

As our earlier analysis of Desert Storm’s air 
cam paign suggests, however, the rational 
strate gies outlined in the QDR and the NDP 
do not foreor dain the progress of the RMA. 
One observer, contend ing that focus ing on 
pro cure ment funding misses the key issue, 
wrote that “the major limits on exploit ing
long- available technolo gies are not inade
quate research and devel op ment and pro-
cure ment, but rigid and paro chial organ iza
tional sys tems within and among the mili tary
ser- vices.” 2 8 Enunci at ing a policy in the QDR 
is one thing; trans lat ing the goals into ac tion
able capa bili ties is another alto gether. 

The DOD’s policy-making reper toire relies 
upon many planning and program ming or-
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gani za tions, well prac ticed in the art of as sess
ing the impact of differ ent funding levels on 
ac qui si tion programs within functional ar
eas, as well as in the employ ment of an arse
nal of analytic tools. Like CENTCOM on the 
eve of the Gulf crisis, the DOD’s ability to 
gen er ate alter na tives is heavily reli ant upon 
ex ist ing organ iza tional structures and pro -
grams. For exam ple, the process of assess ing 
the worth of new technol ogy often employs
mod els and simu la tions, such as the Deep At-
tack Weapons Mix Study, which was used to 
evalu ate the ef fec tive ness of vari ous weap ons 
mixes in nominal scenar ios. These models, 
be cause they use data from past conflicts, are 
bet ter at model ing opera tional capa bili ties of 
attrition- oriented doctrines and force struc
tures than those of information-based future 
war. 

The Depart ment of Defen se’s key program 
for ensur ing that the DOD budget reflects 
pol icy priori ties is the planning , program
ming, and budget ing system (PPBS). Insti
tuted by Sec re tary of De fense Rob ert S. McNa
mara in the 1960s, the PPBS comprises in puts 
from the secre tary of defense, the Joint Staff, 
the combat ant command ers, and the serv -
ices. However, the PPBS is inher ently limited 
when it comes to imple ment ing inno va tions 
such as the RMA. For exam ple, although it is 
pos si ble to iden tify to tal pro cure ment spend
ing, gauging the amount of that spending 
which is being devoted to the RMA is more 
dif fi cult. Because of previ ous commit ments 
to purchase exist ing systems, those systems 
stand a far bet ter chance of be ing funded than 
do RMA technolo gies. Thus, the organ iza
tional pro cess is much more likely to come up 
with the targeted spending level of $60 bil
lion for procure ment than it is to ensure that 
those funds are devoted to exploit ing the 
most promis ing new technolo gies. 

The NDP suggested giving RMA programs
bet ter visibil ity by creat ing a Joint Forces 
Com mand that would be the lo cus of joint in-
no va tion and ex peri men ta tion. Fur ther, it ad
vo cated giving the joint forces commander 
budget authority to ensure that the ex peri
men ta tion program was fully supported.2 9  

This organ iza tional mechanism proved suc

cess ful when defi cien cies were perceived in 
spe cial opera tions forces in the 1980s, so the 
NDP recom men da tion seems to reflect an at-

Another expectation we can derive 
from the pre–Desert Storm period is 
that the inability to realistically 
rehearse new doctrine can leave 
contentious issues unaddressed and 
logical flaws undiscovered. 

tempt at organ iza tional learning. 
Rather than create a new Joint Forces Com

mand, however, Secre tary Co hen re cently de
cided to desig nate the US Atlan tic Command 
(USA COM) as the execu tive agent for con-
duct ing joint war-fighting experi men ta tion. 
To ensure visibil ity at the DOD level, Secre
tary Cohen charged the Defense Resources 
Board with conduct ing peri odic reviews of 
USA COM’s activi ties as part of its RMA over-
sight role. Signifi cantly, USACOM will not 
have budget authority; instead, the chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coor di na tion 
with the services and the Office of the Secre
tary of Defense, will estab lish levels of fund
ing support.30 

The indi vid ual services will thus continue 
to play an impor tant role in RMA imple men
ta tion. The evidence suggests that they are al
ready respond ing to the strate gic vision 
through organ iza tional routines. The ad
vanced concept technol ogy demon stra tion 
(ACTD) program is one exam ple. The DOD 
de vel oped this program to inject inno va tion
rap idly into the field. Accord ing to Secre tary
Co hen, “The ACTD is our ap proach to cap tur
ing and harness ing technol ogy and inno va
tion rapidly for military use at reduced 
cost.” 3 1 Some ACTD programs have suc
ceeded; for exam ple, Portal Shield, an auto-
mated warning system that can de tect chemi
cal and biologi cal attacks, was deployed in 
1998, only two years after devel op ment be
gan at the Naval Surface Warfare Center.3 2  

Oth ers have met with more resis tance. The 



66 AIRPOWER JOURNAL FALL 1998 

Navy can celed the ar se nal ship, a much more 
costly ACTD, after a funding cutback by the 

The platforms also developed con
stituencies in Congress, whose 

members saw the continued pro
duction of the platforms as ensur
ing jobs in their states or districts. 

Con gress.33 

An other expec ta tion we can derive from 
the pre–De sert Storm pe riod is that the in abil
ity to real is ti cally rehearse new doctrine can 
leave conten tious issues unad dressed and 
logi cal flaws undis cov ered. The services are 
ad dress ing this by support ing efforts such as 
the battle lab concept. Battle labs are an at-
tempt to put creative thinkers in an envi ron
ment where they can experi ment with and 
quickly incor po rate new opera tional and lo
gis tic con cepts. Fo cus ing on con cepts such as
un manned aerial vehi cles, battle manage
ment, and space, these battle labs span the
spec trum of techno logi cal, organ iza tional, 
and functional inno va tion. Battle labs, to
gether with war-fighting experi ments, joint
ex er cises, and simula tions, repre sent organi
zational routines aimed at devel op ing what 
so ci olo gists call organ iza tional intel li gence. 
These ef forts could have the same im pact that
Check mate and the Black Hole planners had 
on Instant Thunder if they are nurtured by
sen ior leader ship. 

As so ci olo gists Bar bara Le vitt and James G. 
March point out, however, there are several 
ob sta cles to learn ing from ex pe ri ence. First, it 
will be diffi cult for the battle lab experi ments 
to remain relevant in the face of rapidly
chang ing technol ogy and threat uncer tain
ties. Second, during the process of experi
men ta tion, the battle labs may develop rou
tines that themselves may become barri ers to 
in no va tion. Finally, the lessons learned from 
ex peri men ta tion may be ambigu ous since 
the causal fac tors may be com plex. Ac cord ing 
to Levitt and March, learn ing can be coun ter

pro duc tive in terms of organ iza tional intel li
gence if it leads to erro ne ous infer ences. 
Thus, although the DOD’s experi men ta tion
pro gram is an impres sive indi ca tor of organ
iza tional commit ment, it is not a guaran tee 
that the RMA will succeed.34 

Fur ther more, while ACTDs and battle labs 
may assist the depart ment as it attempts to 
ele vate the prior ity of the RMA, budget ing
pro cesses may continue to delay it. The PPBS 
it self inserts a two-year delay between identi
fy ing a need for change and provid ing the re
quired funding. In addi tion, the budget ing
pro cess creates pressures that can work 
against inno va tive technol ogy. In recent 
years when the cost of opera tions exceeded 
planned lev els, the short fall re sulted in cuts 
to re search and pro cure ment ac counts. This 
is because opera tions funds come out of cur-
rent appro pria tions, while moderni za tion in
volves both current and future spending. 
Money cut from research and devel op ment, 
and to some extent procure ment programs,
usu ally results in only a small percent age of 
the cut becom ing available for spending in 
the current year. As the QDR points out, the 
re sult has been “a yearly postpone ment of 
mod erni za tion goals.” 35 Further more, since 
ac qui si tion of legacy systems has also re
ceived a higher prior ity in the past, Alli son’s 
Model 2 leads us to ex pect that or gan iza tional
ten den cies will tend to perpetu ate this pat-
tern. Over com ing the in er tia of con tinu ing to 
mod ern ize ex ist ing forces even in the face of a
rec og nized need to invest in new technol ogy 
is an ongo ing organ iza tional challenge. 

The organ iza tional lens reveals both barri
ers and the enablers for the RMA. Organi za
tions are re spon si ble for its lack of visi bil ity in 
the budget ing process, absence of owner ship 
and advo cacy by any one segment of the de
fense estab lish ment, and an acqui si tion pro
cess that can increase the cost of inno va tion 
by focus ing on procure ment rather than pro-
to typ ing. On the other hand, organ iza tional 
changes are tak ing place; sen ior of fi cials have 
be come involved in promot ing technol ogy 
de vel op ment, and rou tines now ex ist to bring
ad vanced technol ogy and the insti tu tions 
that nur ture them into the or gani za tion. Still, 
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it remains to be seen whether these organ iza
tional changes can overcome barri ers to real 
in no va tion. The success or failure of RMA ef
forts may turn, not solely on organ iza tional 
fac tors, but also on the char ac ter is tics of gov
ern men tal politics. 

Model 3: Governmental Politics 

Us ing the govern men tal politics model re
veals that the services largely control key ac
tion channels for inject ing discon tinu ous 
change into military forces. Desert Storm’s 
dra matic technolo gies were available to all 
the services, but each assessed those tech
nolo gies differ ently and thus exploited them 
at dif fer ent rates. Of ten, ex ist ing ac tion chan
nels tended to incor po rate the technolo gies 
into certain platforms, whether or not it was 
the best way to exploit the technol ogy. Each 
plat form—air craft car rier, fighter air craft, and 
main battle tank—had a commu nity that had 
grown up around it and sought to enhance 
that platform’s capa bil ity. The services be-
came commit ted to those platforms, which 
were seen as central to each service’s ethos. 
The platforms also devel oped constitu en cies 
in Con gress, whose mem bers saw the con tin 
ued produc tion of the platforms as ensur ing 
jobs in their states or districts. Therefore, the 
sur est chan nel for field ing RMA tech nolo gies 
is to build them into and around carri ers, 
manned aircraft, and heavy armor. The diffi
culty is that this ap proach is un likely ei ther to 
pro duce the most de fense ca pa bil ity or to en
gen der rapid adoption of RMA capa bili ties. 

One of the means of overcom ing this bu
reau cratic iner tia is to develop a consen sus 
among the end users, in this case the com
batant command ers, that an inno va tion 
will help them perform their mission. This 
would cre ate a pow er ful gov ern men tal ad vo
cate to push for new capa bili ties, just as
Schwarz kopf’s insis tence on a strate gic air 
cam paign was critical to its success. US Space 
Com mand, for ex am ple, sends teams to work 
with the unified command ers to ascer tain 
their needs. Eventu ally, as new capa bili ties 
are fielded, it helps ensure that opera tional 
plans incor po rate them.36 This creates re-

quire ments “pull” which can accel er ate pro-
cure ment.

An other counter to bureau cratic iner tia is 
sim ply to bypass it, as Schwarzkopf perhaps 
did when he ap proached the Air Staff di rectly. 
This was also the case with the devel op ment 
of the F-117A, accord ing to Paul G. Kamin ski, 
the former under sec re tary of defense for ac
qui si tion and technol ogy. He credits the suc
cess ful acqui si tion of the F-117A to the pro -
gram’s highly classi fied status during
de vel op ment. Thus, it “was not in visible 
com pe ti tion with other Air Force programs. 
Had it been in compe ti tion with other pro-
grams . . . we might not have done the pro-
gram at all.”37 Se cu rity was also help ful to the
F- 117A effort in that it shielded the plane 
from criti cism dur ing de vel op ment and it “fa
cili tated open and non-adversarial rela tion
ships with the Congress.”38 However, secrecy 
is a high price to pay; it can mask inef fi cient 
prac tices, it is expen sive to maintain, and it 
can make field command ers reluc tant to ex
ploit new capa bili ties.39 

Moreo ver, the United States has now 
moved from a threat-driven resource allo ca
tion en vi ron ment to a cost- driven one. As ob
vi ous threats vanish, it will become more dif
fi cult to de velop re quire ments “pull.” Fi nally, 
as Ka min ski ob serves, cur rent cost con straints 
can in duce de ci sion mak ers to shy away from 
tak ing risks, thus in hib it ing tech no logi cal ad
vances. ACTDs may coun ter act this ten dency. 
By actively seeking out new concepts “before 
their time,” they may alert threatened con
stitu en cies who could then work to thwart 
them. 

Even if new technolo gies are funded and 
in jected into platforms where they can have
maxi mum effect, they must be incor po rated 
into estab lished doctrine before being built 
into force structure. The battle lab concept
pro vides only a partial answer to this issue. 
Be tween success ful demon stra tion of new 
con cepts in a battle lab and their codifi ca tion 
in new doctrine lies another treacher ous 
path, fraught with bureau cratic obsta cles. 
Joint doctrine threaten ing to particu lar plat-
forms or services can become conten tious, as 
the JFACC expe ri ence makes plain. The bat-
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tle labs are service creatures, as are many
future- oriented war games. Until new con
cepts are built into the joint ana lyti cal mod els 

Organizational processes and 
governmental politics hold the key 
to military innovation, whether on 

the eve of battle or at the dawn of a 
revolution in warfare. 

used to study alter nate force structures, they 
will have lim ited im pact on op era tional plans 
and acqui si tion priori ties. 

The services have two limita tions that in
hibit their ability to serve as action channels 
for im ple ment ing change. They lack both the 
author ity to conduct the joint experi men ta
tion which will fully test their vi sions and the 
credi bil ity to present the outcomes of field 
tests in terms that would not be seen as paro
chial. The joint inno va tion concept advo
cated by the NDP attempted to address this 
short com ing. In short, this concept included 
joint field testing by a new Joint Force Com
mand, inte grat ing service battle labs under a 
Joint Battle lab, and joint national training 
cen ters. This con cept of fered a means of in sti
tu tion al iz ing inno va tion by giving the joint 
force commander the ability to combine the 
in no va tion programs of each of the services. 
Joint exer cises and experi ments would gain
credi bil ity because they would no longer be 
con ducted under the auspices of command
ers in chief (CINC) with their regional focus 
or the serv ices with their lim ited scope. How-
ever, this approach would have made the 
joint force commander a power ful arbi ter of 
the direc tion of the RMA. Thus Secre tary Co
hen’s recent deci sion to desig nate USACOM 
as the focus of joint experi men ta tion, while 
leav ing the services fully empow ered to ex
peri ment within their core compe ten cies, is 
an attempt to both enhance and preserve 
mul ti ple routes to transfor ma tion. 

Still, joint imple men ta tion of USACOM’s 
ex peri men tal outcomes presup poses coop-
era tion from the services in their tradi tional 
roles of organ iz ing, training, and equipping 
the armed forces. Since the services will be 
giv ing up con trol over the sce nar ios in which 
the new con cepts will be tested, the out comes 
may fail to gain serv ice sup port. To the ex tent 
the services reach differ ent conclu sions over 
the re sults of joint ex peri men ta tion, they will
dis agree on the advis abil ity of force structure 
and doctrine changes. Further more, the ac
qui si tion process intro duces a power ful, ser
vice- centered action channel that can frus 
trate needed inno va tion. As Alli son points 
out, “When a govern men tal or Presiden tial
de ci sion is reached, the larger game is not 
over. De ci sions can be re versed or ig nored.. 
. . For after a deci sion, the game expands,
bring ing in more players with more diverse 
pref er ences and more inde pend ent power.”40 

Joint ex peri men ta tion com bined with serv ice
im ple men ta tion thus runs the risk of uneven 
in te gra tion of revolu tion ary capa bili ties.41 

Conclusion and 
Recommendations: 
Whither the RMA? 

We have seen several indi ca tions of the 
prob able course of the RMA by apply ing obser
va tions gleaned from Instant Thunder. On the 
rational- actor level, Desert Storm’s air cam
paign and the fu ture tra jec tory of the RMA seem 
like logi cal, even pre dict able, courses of ac tion. 
On the organ iza tional level, they look much 
less inevi ta ble. Instead, they become the prod
ucts of or gani za tions mod er at ing each other, as 
dem on strated by the coop era tion between 
CEN TAF and Checkmate on the one hand, and 
the proposed lever ag ing of serv ice ini tia tives to 
pro duce joint in no va tion on the other. In ad di
tion, on the governmental-politics level, the 
cases raise our awareness of the clashes among 
pa ro chial enti ties. 

This analysis has highlighted the forces at 
work as the military attempts to come to 
terms with the RMA and points the way to-
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ward better imple men ta tion. First, at the 
rational- actor level, the military is con -
strained by lim ited de fense dol lars and by the 
need to balance the oppor tu ni ties for trans-
for ma tion with the risks of abandon ing cur-
rent com mit ments. While a shared vi sion of a 
trans formed US mili tary is emerg ing, it is not 
enough. An authorita tive leader, whether it 
be the JCS chairman or some other offi cial, 
must champion its imple men ta tion. Only 
then will it gain support among the unified 
CINCs and the services. Second, the services 
have insti tuted organ iza tional processes that 
can lead to in no va tion, but again, a true RMA 
might not result. Tradi tional budget ing pro
cesses must not be allowed to subvert at-
tempts to proto type revolu tion ary new capa
bili ties. By des ig nat ing the De fense Re sources 

Notes 

1. In this article, the RMA refers to advances in precision 
weaponry, stealth, and information technology, combined with 
enabling doctrine, which the DOD asserts will fundamentally 
change future war. 

2. Instant Thunder refers to the strategic plan for the Desert 
Storm air campaign against Iraq. Instant Thunder was developed 
by the Air Staff in Washington, D.C., for Gen H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf in August 1990 and then transferred to Gen Charles 
Horner and his staff in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. 

3. According to joint doctrine, the service with the 
preponderance of the air assets (not necessarily the Air Force) was 
normally appointed JFACC. See Joint Publication 3-01.2, Joint 
Doctrine for Theater Counterair Operations (from Overseas Land 
Areas), 1 April 1986, III-4, quoted in Edward C. Mann III,Thunder 
and Lightning: Desert Storm and the Airpower Debates (Maxwell 
AFB, Ala.: Air University Press, April 1995), 56. 

4. Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision:Explaining the Cuban 
Missile Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971). Interestingly, one of 
the questions Allison treats in Essence of Decision  is why the 
United States chose to blockade Cuba as opposed to initiating air 
strikes. Although the circumstances of the Cuban missile crisis 
and Desert Storm are clearly quite different, and air strikes 
against Cuba were in the offing had the blockade failed to reach 
its objectives, the divergent strategies chosen during the two 
crises are striking. 

5. See John A. Warden III, The Air Campaign: Planning for 
Combat (Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 
1988). At the time of the Gulf War, Warden was the Air Staff’s 
deputy director of plans for war-fighting concepts. 

6. Allison, 268. 
7. This is not to say that allies were uninvolved in the choice 

of strategy; rather, it is to suggest that because the preponderance 
of the resources (“means”) came from the United States, the 
“ends” of the United States were critically important in adducing 
the strategy which connected the ends to the means. In this 

Board to oversee USA COM’s joint ex peri men
ta tion efforts, Secre tary Cohen took an im
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